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L PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Animal Damage Control {ADC) program has received requests in the past, and is
currently receiving requests, to conduct wildlife damage management in various counties in
ADC’s Central District (District). The District is made up of the following 16 counties:
Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Contra Costa, Fresno, Inyo, Kings, Madera, Mariposa,
Merced, Mono, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Tulare and Tuolumne. Cooperative agreements (active
and inactive) are in place on approximately 910,442 acres or in about 5.6% of the District’s total
acreage. During fiscal year (FY) 1995, ADC conducted predator damage management activities
on 3.1% of the total acreage within these counties. The ADC Program typically does not conduct
activities each year or throughout the year on properties under agreement.

The purpose of predator damage control activities is to reduce or alleviate damage to livestock,
primarily sheep, cattle and poultry, threats to human health and safety and damage to property.
This environmental assessment (EA) examined potential impacts of the ADC program as it
involves these resource conflicts with predatory animals (coyotes, bobcats, red fox, gray fox,
black bear, mountain lion, and feral/free ranging dogs). The ADC program conducts wildlife
damage management on localized tracts of private land on a temporary basis, and on Federal and
state lands through work plans or cooperative agreements. None of the proposed activities would
result in habitat modification. Normally, according to APHIS procedures implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), individual predator damage control actions are
categorically excluded (7 C.F.R. 372.5(c), 60 Fed. Reg. 6,000, 6,003 (1995)). This EA is
prepared to evaluate and determine if there may be any potentially significant or cumulative
impacts that may occur as a result of ADC activities.

ADC is the Federal agency authorized and directed to resolve conflicts from animals preying on
livestock and wildlife, and for handling animal damage on property and for threats to human
health and safety. ADC's authority comes from the Animal Damage Control Act of March 2,
1931, as amended (46 Stat. 1486; 7 U.S.C. 426-426¢) and the Rural Development, Agriculture,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1988. The analysis in this EA relies heavily on
existing data contained in published documents, primarily the USDA-APHIS-ADC
Environmental Impact Statement (ADC EIS) to which this environmental assessment (EA) is
tiered, and the Final Environmental Document, Sections 265, 460-467, and 472-480, Title 14,
California Code of Regulations Regarding: Furbearing and Nongame Mammal Hunting and
Trapping (1996) prepared by the State of California, Resources Agency, Department of Fish and
Game in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The California Agricultural Commissioners Data (1995) reports that in the Central District, total
sheep and lamb production was valued at $11,899,700 in 1994. Total cattle and calf production
was valued at $586,912,300 in the same year. Livestock lost to predation, according to the latest
available USDA-APHIS-ADC Management Information System (MIS) data (1993) for the
District totaled 3,716 animals (cattle, calves, sheep, lambs, goats, pigs, llamas, horses, poultry).
Table 1 shows the numbers of each livestock species lost to predator species and the value of the
livestock lost. All losses reported to ADC are from private lands in 1993. The value of reportcg




livestock lost to predation in the District in 1993 was $382,573. It can be expected that these
figures would be similar for the years 1994, 1995 and 1996 (MIS 1993).

Predation Sources

Livestock || Coyotes | Mountain | Bear [Gray Fox| Bobcat | Dogs Other? Total # Total
Lost Lion Lost Value ($)
Cattle 2 1 - - - 6 - 9 35650
Calves 366 50 - - - 17 - 433 216941
Sheep 322 37 - - - 7 - 366 35840 "
Lambs 681 25 - - - 60 7 773 56167
Goats 88 121 - - - 34 - 243 14030 "
Poultry 970 - - - 164 280 475 1889 21945 I
Pigs 3 - - - - - - 3 2000
Horses - - - - - - - - -
Other - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL 2432 234 - - 164 404 482 3716 | 382573

From MIS 1993

Confirmed losses are verified by an ADC specialist during an actual site visit. The ADC
specialist not only confirms that the loss was caused by predators but also must be able to
determine which predator species was responsible. Reported losses are those losses reported by
the resource owner to the ADC program. Reported losses could be confirmed losses or
unconfirmed losses or a combination of both. Some of the reported losses are predator kills that
were made before the ADC specialist was contacted for assistance. Others are resource losses

where the actual predator species could not be identified by the ADC specialist or the ADC
specialist was not available to confirm the damage.

'Reported loses are determined from cooperator surveys and civil agreements.

*Other predator species include red fox, feral cats and raccoons.

*Other livestock resources include specialty or exotic livestock.




Connolly (1992) determined that only a fraction of the total predation attributable to coyotes is
reported to or confirmed by ADC. He also stated that based on scientific studies and recent
livestock loss surveys from the National Agricultural Statistics Survey (NASS), ADC only
confirms about 19% of the total adult sheep and 23% of the lambs actually killed by predators.
ADC Specialists do not attempt to locate every head of livestock reported by ranchers to be
killed by predators, but rather to verify sufficient losses to determine that a problem exists that
requires management action.

Table 2 contains the reported and/or confirmed numbers of livestock lost to predators on BLM
and Forest Service lands in 1996. The number of reported losses were provided to ADC where

ADC had agreements in place.

Land Class Prey/Predator Livestock Losses in 1996
Ewes/Coyotes 3 reported
Lambs/Coyotes 24 reported + 4 confirmed
Toiyabe Ewes/Lions -
National Forest
Lambs/Lions 2 confirmed
Ewes/Bobcats -
Lambs/Bobcats 4 confirmed
Ewes/Coyotes 5 reported -+ harassment
BLM
Bishop Resource Area Lambs/Coyotes _
Ewes/Lions 4 confirmed
Lambs/Lions -
Ewes/Coyotes reported harassment
Inyo Lambs/Coyotes --
National Forest Ewes/Lions -
Lambs/Lions --




During 1996, ADC initiated control activities on BLM’s Bishop Resource Area® and the Toiyabe
and Inyo National Forests. Control work on these areas has been limited to coyote, bear and lion
control. Bear and lion work is initiated after the CDFG issues a depredation permit and the BLM
or USFS personnel are notified. Other predator species may be controlled as need arises such as
bobcats. In addition, ADC may receive future requests to provide assistance in other National
Forests or BLM Resource Areas.

It is important to note that livestock loss numbers on the Federal lands listed in Table 2 are not
representative of the actual damages that occur. ADC worked and received loss data for only
three months on these lands from a limited number of livestock permittees. An expanded
program would be likely to show more damages since ADC would receive additional loss data
from additional livestock permittees and from a longer term ADC program.

Harassment is included in the table above since ADC may respond to these reports. Harassment
includes chasing or stalking. Predators that harass livestock cause stress or injury to their prey.

According to NASS, statewide losses for sheep and lambs in 1994 included 5,750 head of sheep
and 10,800 head of lambs lost to coyotes. Dogs took 925 head of sheep and 1,625 lambs. Also
in 1994, 2,275 sheep and 1,850 lambs were lost to mountain lions, and 275 sheep and 325 lambs
were lost to bears. Bobcats took 175 lambs, and other species (wild pigs, ravens etc.) accounted
for the loss of 125 sheep and 175 lambs. The value of lambs and sheep lost to predators in 1994
was $587,925 and $794,750 respectively (NASS, 1995). In 1993 lambs were valued at
$61/head. In 1996 lamb prices increased substantially and would reflect a higher total value for
similar losses.

Statewide losses for cattle and calves from predators in 1995 is reported as 1,500 head of cattle
and 4,100 calves. Predators that caused these losses were coyotes, dogs, mountain lions, bobcats
and others. Cattle lost to predators in 1995 were valued at $1,235,000 and calves lost to
predators were valued at $1,025,000. (NASS, 1996).

Another important area of responsibility for the ADC Program is the protection of public health
and safety. The program responds to health and safety requests in the areas of human/predator
conflicts. These requests for assistance may come from cooperative agreements or a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with private land owners, county and city agencies, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), California Department of Health Services, or the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

ADC responds to requests to alleviate property damage caused by predators. The types of
requests vary with the species involved. Examples of predator induced property damage are a
black bear destroying beehives, or breaking in and destroying the interior of a house, or coyotes

*ADC currently does only minimal work on the Bishop Resource Area. Qccasionatly ADC responds to depredation request on
adjacent properties which can result in control work being done on these resource areas.
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causing damage to drip irrigation systems by biting holes in the pipe. In 1994 and 1995 ADC
confirmed property damage valued at $9,275 and $23,790 respectively in the Central District.

The scope of this document is limited to ADC activities necessary for controlling losses of
livestock, property and threats to human health and safety from predators. This document does
not address nuisance urban wildlife or damage to crops caused by wildlife.

The relationship of this EA to other environmental documents is as follows:

ADC Programmatic EIS. ADC has issued a Final EIS and Record of Decision on the
national ADC program (ADC EIS). This EA is tiered to the EIS.

BLM Resource Management Plans (RMP)/ Management Framework Plans (MFP).
The BLM currently uses RMP’s and MFP’s to guide management on lands they
administer. Any future wildlife damage management efforts conducted by ADC would
be in accordance with the decisions made from this EA and Work Plans prepared in
conjunction with the BLM.

National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs). The National
Forest Management ACT (NFMA) requires that each National Forest prepare a Land and
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) for guiding Jong-range management and direction.
All ADC activities are in compliance with the LRMP. Any future wildlife damage

management efforts conducted by ADC would be in accordance with the decisions made
from this EA and Work Plans prepared in conjunction with the Forest Service.

I1. ISSUES

The following predator control management issues (developed fully and assessed in the ADC
EIS and/or assessed in the CEQA document and/or in this EA) were identified as relevant to this
analysis:

1. Effects on target species populations

2. Effects on nontarget species populations, including threatened and endangered (T&E)
species

3. Humaneness of control techniques
4. Effects on hunting and nonconsumptive uses
5. Use of toxicants - impacts on public safety and environment

6. Effectiveness of the ADC program




7. Cost effectiveness

Several issues were considered but rejected from detailed analysis from the alternatives since it
was determined that the project would have little or no potential to impact these resources. They
were:

¢ Air quality would not be significantly affected. The ADC EIS concluded that impacts on
air quality from the methods used by the ADC program are considered negligible.

+ Water quality would not be affected. This proposal does not include construction or
discharge of pollutants into waterways and therefore would not require compliance with
water quality related regulations or Executive Orders.

¢ Soils and vegetation would not be affected since this proposal would cause only
extremely limited ground disturbance. '

¢ This project would not have a significant impact on cultural resources. Correspondence
between ADC and the California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of Historic
Preservation is included in Appendix 6.

1.  ALTERNATIVES

The ADC program alternatives must be programmatic. They must encompass the District needs
for wildlife damage control. These needs differ requiring the ADC program to be diverse and
dynamic. The program under any alternative should be adaptable to the varying situations and
needs encountered.

Of the 13 alternative courses of action developed in the ADC EIS, the following are relevant to
the District Program and were considered in this process:

A. Current Program and “No Action” Alternative

The “No Action” alternative is a procedural NEPA requirement (40 CFR 1502.14(d), and is a
viable and reasonable alternative that could be selected. It will serve as a baseline for
comparison with the other alternatives. The No Action alternative is consistent with Council on
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) definition. No Action, in this case, is no change from the
current program.

This alternative is the integrated wildlife damage management approach alternative and is
analyzed and discussed in the ADC EIS. It is composed of a variety of methods that are
implemented based on the ADC Decision Model listed below.

ADC Decision Making Process




The ADC EIS describes the procedures used by ADC personnel to determine
management strategies or methods applied to specific damage problems (ADC
EIS pp. 2-13, 2-20 to 31 and Appendix N).

As depicted in the Decision Model (Figure 1), consideration is given to the
following factors before selecting or recommending control methods and
techniques:

. Species responsible for damage

. Magnitude, geographic extent, frequency, and duration of the problem

. Status of target and nontarget species, including T&E species

. Local environmental conditions

. Potential biological, physical, economic, and social impacts

. Potential legal restrictions

. Costs of control options (the cost of control may sometimes be a
secondary concern because of overriding environmental and legal
considerations)

The ADC decision making process is a standardized procedure for evaluating and
responding to damage complaints. ADC personnel frequently are contacted only
after requesters have tried nonlethal techniques and found them to be inadequate
for reducing damage to an acceptable level. ADC personnel evaluate the
appropriateness of strategies, and methods are evaluated in the context of their
availability (legal and administrative) and suitability based on biological,
economic and social considerations. Following this evaluation, the methods
deemed to be practical for the situation are formed into a management strategy.
After the management strategy has been implemented, monitoring is conducted
and evaluation continues to assess the effectiveness of the strategy. If the ,
strategy is effective, the need for management is ended. The ADC EIS provides
detailed examples of how the ADC Decision Model is implemented for coyote
predation to sheep on public and private lands.

On most ranches, predator damage may occur whenever vulnerable livestock are
present, because no cost-effective method or combination of methods that
permanently stops or prevents coyote predation are available. When damage
continues intermittently over time, the ADC Specialist and rancher monitor and
reevaluate the situation frequently. If one method or combination of methods fails
to stop damage, a different strategy is implemented.




Figure 1
APHIS ADC Decision Model - Field Level
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In terms of the ADC Decision Model, most damage management efforts consist of
a continuous feedback loop between receiving the request and monitoring the
results with the control strategy reevaluated and revised periodically.

Under the current program, ADC receives requests for assistance from and/or enters into
Cooperative Agreements with private landowners, livestock managers, cooperating counties, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Refuges, California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), California
Department of Health Services (CDHS), and the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG).

The vast amount of work done has been on privately owned lands. ADC has cooperative
agreements with permittees in the Bishop BLM Resource Area and the Toiyabe and Inyo
National Forests. Under the current program ADC could enter into cooperative agreements with
other land jurisdictions.

ADC has signed Memoranda of Understanding with the BLM (1995), USFS (1993), CDFG and
CDHS to provide wildlife damage management service upon request. Usually requests for
control work on BLM and USFS land come from the livestock permittees. Occasionally, the
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land management agency will request ADC assistance with problem bears destroying property or
for public safety concerns dealing with bears and lions. All anticipated ADC activities on USFS
and BLM lands are outlined in ADC work plans for each Forest and Resource Area. Annual
coordination meetings are held between the ADC and personnel from the land management
agencies to discuss accomplishments, issues of concern and any anticipated changes in proposed
work plans.

The methods used or proposed in the current program include technical assistance/direct control
such as, animal husbandry, fencing, frightening devices, chemical repellents, harassment,
leghold and cage traps, snares, shooting, calling/shooting, aerial hunting, M-44's, Livestock
Protection Collar’s (LPC), gas cartridges, and hunting dogs. Refer to Appendix 1 for detailed
descriptions of each method. '

B. No Federal ADC Predator Damage Management Alternative

This alternative consists of no ADC program. Under this alternative, wildlife damage conflicts
would be handled by private resource owners and managers, private contractors, and/or other
government agencies. This alternative is discussed in detail in the ADC EIS.

C. Nonlethal Control Only Alternative

This alternative would allow ADC to provide technical information on noniethal control such as
guard dogs, frightening devices, chemical repellents, harassment, fencing, exclusion, animal
husbandry, modification of human behavior, habitat modification (see Appendix 1). Information
and training on lethal control methods would not be provided by ADC.

No lethal predator control activities by ADC would be authorized except when emergency
control is necessary for public safety.

D. Compensation for Predator Damage Loss Alternative

The compensation alternative would require the establishment of a system to reimburse
producers for predator losses. This alternative is analyzed and discussed in the ADC EIS.

E. Nonlethal Before Lethal Alternative

This alternative would require that: 1) permittees or landowners show evidence of sustained and
ongoing use of nonlethal/husbandry techniques aimed at preventing or reducing predation prior
to receiving the services of the ADC Program; 2) employees of the ADC Program use or
recommend as a priority the use of appropriate nonlethal techniques in response to a confirmed
damage situation; and 3) lethal techniques would only be used when the use of husbandry and/or
nonlethal controls have failed to keep livestock losses below an acceptable level. This
alternative is analyzed and discussed in the ADC EIS.

9




F. Expanded Program Alternative

An expanded alternative would be contingent upon increased program funding from cooperators
and Federal sources, and would increase staffing substantially over the current level. This
alternative is similar to Alternative A, but would increase damage control efforts of the current
program District wide. Both lethal and nonlethal methods and corrective and preventative
management strategies would be allowed, while adhering to applicable state and federal laws and
regulations. Preventative control is used as a measure to reduce or eliminate damage before it
occurs. Preventative control consists of a range of wildlife damage management techniques both
nonlethal and lethal. Preventative control efforts would be increased especially in areas where
losses to predators have historically occurred or an imminent threat of current losses would occur
if livestock were present.

ADC would provide livestock owners with assistance and information.concerning the use and
effectiveness of nonlethal predator damage control methods and devices. ADC would employ
nonlethal predator control methods whenever practical, and would recommend such control
methods to livestock producers.

G. Summary of Alternatives

Table 3 contains a summary of the predator management methods which could be used under
each of the alternatives.

Table 4 indicates which management methods could be allowed to be used on the various land
classes throughout the District.

10
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IV.  MITIGATION

Mitigation measures are any features of an action that serve to prevent, reduce, or compensate for
impacts that otherwise might result from that action. The current ADC program, nationwide and
in California, uses many such mitigation measures and these are discussed in detail in Chapter 5
of the ADC EIS. The key mitigating measures incorporated into all alternatives except
Alternative B and considered ADC Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) include:

A. Mitigation in Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)

¢ Traps and snares are not set within 30 feet of exposed carcasses to prevent the capture of
scavenging birds. The exception to this is for the capture of black bear because the
weight of these target animals allows trap tension adjustments to exclude the capture of
smaller nontarget animals.

¢ Leghold trap pan tension devices are used throughout the program to reduce capture of
nontarget wildlife.
¢ Nontarget animals captured in leghold traps or foot snares are released at site of capture

unless it is determined by the ADC Specialists that they will not survive.

¢ Conspicuous, bilingual warning signs alerting people to the presence of traps, snares,
livestock protection collar and M-44s are placed at main entrances or major access points
of properties when they are set in the field.

¢ Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved label directions are followed for all
pesticide use.

¢ All District ADC Specialists who use restricted chemicals and immobilization /euthanasia
drugs are trained and certified by program personnel or other experts in the safe and
effective use of these materials.

¢ The M-44 sodium cyanide devices are used following EPA label requirements (see ADC
EIS Appendix Q for label and use restrictions).

L 4 Research continues to improve the selectivity and humaneness of management devices.

L 4 Padded traps are used in the Sierra Nevada red fox range within the District as per CDFG
regulations and ADC policy.

+ Breakaway snares are being developed and implemented into the program. Breakaway
snares are snares designed to break open and release with tension exerted by larger
nontarget animals such as deer, antelope and livestock.
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Traps are inspected daily throughout California per CDFG regulations and ADC policy.
Chemical immobilization/euthanasia procedures that do not cause pain are used.

All pesticides are registered with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA). Label directions are followed
by ADC employees. The ADC Decision Model is designed to identify effective wildlife
damage management strategies and their impacts.

ADC employees that use pesticides are trained to use each specific material and are
certified for the use of pesticides under EPA and Cal EPA approved programs.

ADC employees who use pesticides participate in continuing education programs to keep
abreast of developments and to maintain their certifications.

ADC consulted with the FWS regarding the nationwide program and has implemented all
applicable reasonable and prudent alternatives and measures, and terms and conditions to
protect T&E species (ADC EIS).

ADC has conducted site specific informal consultation with the FWS for the District
program (see Appendix 3).

ADC has consuited with the California State Historic Preservation Office (May 20, 1996)
and has determined that the program is not likely to affect historic properties or
archeological sites (Appendix 5).

Currently, ADC does not work on tribal lands. If ADC receives requests for assistance
on tribal lands, it would consult with the tribal leadership in order to identify and resolve
any issues of concern to the tribes.

B. ADC Central District Specific Mitigation Measures

ADC Work Plans, maps, and reports on ADC activities are developed which delineate the
areas where and when wildlife damage management would occur and the methods that
will be used on Federal lands.

Management actions are directed toward [ocalized populations or groups and/or
individual offending animals, dependent on the species and magnitude of the problem.

The use of traps and snares conform to current rules and regulations administered by
CDFG.

Decisions to relocate or kill problem bear and mountain lions are made by the CDFG.
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Historically, the ADC Central District program has not used M-44s on public lands. If
M-44's are proposed, ADC would consult with land managing agency to determine any
potential conflicts with land use plans.

No wildlife damage management would be conducted within public safety zones (one-
quarter mile or appropriate buffer zone around any residence, community, state or federal
highway, or developed recreation site), except to protect human health and safety.

C. Additional Mitigation to Avoid Cumulative Impacts

District activities are directed towards resolving problems by taking action against
individual problem animals, or local populations.

ADC take is monitored by considering total animals removed and estimated population
numbers of key species. These data are used to assess cumulative effects so as to
maintain the magnitude of harvest below the level that would impact the viability of a
population (see Section V.).

D. Activities in Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, and other Special
Management Areas, (BLM and National Forests)

ADC does not conduct animal damage control activities in National Parks except for
protecting human health and safety or research purposes as requested by the National
Park Service (NPS) or CDFG.

Wildlife damage management will be conducted only when and where a need exists.

Vehicle access will be limited to existing roads and cross county vehicle travel is
prohibited. ‘

Wildlife damage management is conducted according to Memoranda of Understanding
between cooperating agencies and Land and Resource Management Plans.

Wildlife damage management follows guidelines as specified in the ADC Work Plan
developed in cooperations with the land management agencies.

Should any of BLM's existing Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) be officially designated
as Wilderness Areas in the future, wildlife damage management would be performed in
accordance with BLM Wilderness Management Policy (BLM 1981) and the enacting
legislation. Some wilderness has been designated in Inyo County as a result of the
California Desert Protection Act of 1994 and will be managed in accordance with
wilderness regulations.
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V.

If it is necessary to work in areas outside the planned area the area manger or his/her
representative will be contacted.

In WSAs, ADC work is limited to actions allowed in BLM’s Interim Management Policy
for Lands Under Wilderness Review (H-8550-1, III. G. 5.) which states:

Animal damage control activities may be permitted as long as the activity
is directed at a single offending animal, it will not diminish wilderness
values of the WSA, and it will not jeopardize the continued presence of
other animals of the same species or any other species specifically
authorized by provisions of State law and upon the approval of the BLM
State Director.

E. Coordination with other Agencies

The ADC program in the District consults with the FWS, Federal land management
agencies, and other appropriate agencies regarding program impacts. Frequent contact is
made with the BLM and the USFS when ADC is conducting wildlife damage
management on public lands administered by these agencies. The BLM and USFS are
interested in the levels of livestock killed, injured and harassed by predators and the
wildlife damage management methods used to stop or limit losses. The ADC program
maintains close coordination with the CDFG and CDFA which have authority to manage
wildlife species causing damage.

Actions are consistent with ADC mitigation and guidance established from USFS and
Resource Management Plans (LRMP) and Bureau of Land Management Resources
Management Plans (RMP) and Interim Management Guidelines for WSA'’s.

The ADC program in the District is conducted under Cooperative Agreements and MOUs
with Federal and state agencies. National MOUs with the BLM and USFS delineate
expectations for wildlife damage management on public lands administered by these
agencies. ADC work plans are developed with BLM offices and National Forests to
detail the activity, target species, and mitigation measures to be implemented on
allotments where wildlife damage management is needed.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences of each alternative are discussed below with emphasis on the
issues relevant to each.




A. The Current Program Alternative

The methods that would be used under the current program are the same as those that have been
used in recent years in the District, but would also include the livestock protection collar (LPC,
compound 1080, or sodium fluoroacetate). The methods include padded jaw leghold traps, aerial
hunting, M-44's (sodium cyanide capsule), shooting, calling/shooting, neck snares, leghold traps,
denning (gas cartridge). All methods used in the District are described in Appendix

1, and are fully assessed in the ADC EIS (Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences and
Appendix P, Risk Assessment). Shooting and trapping methods are further assessed in the 1996
environmental document required by CEQA (CDFG 1996).

The LPC was approved for use May 4, 1990 by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and is currently registered for use under an APHIS registration in California, Utah,
Virginia, and West Virginia, and registered under individual State registrations in the following
states: Texas, New Mexico, Wyoming, Montana and South Dakota. On February 27, 1996 the
Cal EPA approved the LPC for use in California. The California ADC specialists using the LPC
would first be trained and certified by USDA personnel, in a course approved by Cal EPA. As
with all pesticides, ADC would follow all label instructions. The LPC is fully assessed in the
ADC EIS. Appendix 1 contains a description of the LPC. No significant impacts would result
from the use of the LPC in the ADC program in Alternative A.

A. 1. Effects on Target Species

Coyote (Canis latrans) - Under the current program, the removal of depredating coyotes
from the District would likely be similar to numbers taken in recent years. In 1994 and 1995, a
total of 1,176 and 1,191 coyotes were removed, respectively. Most of the coyotes taken were
from privately owned land. In 1996, 6 coyotes were taken from BLM Bishop Resource Area and
10 coyotes from Toiyabe National Forest. The resources protected in order of confirmed®
economic loss included livestock (lambs, calves, ewes and other livestock), and property (drip
irrigation lines).

The coyote population numbers in the state are estimated to be between 227,818 and
1,139,092 after mortality (both from natural causes and by harvest). This estimate includes a
potential ADC take of 9,512 coyotes in the state of California. This number includes an
additional 30% to account for counties for which ADC currently does not provide assistance
(CDFG 1996). Both the ADC EIS and the CEQA document conclude that the impact of the
ADC program is not expected to have a significant cumulative impact on the coyote population.

' Confirmed losses are those that are verified in the field by an ADC specialist to substantiate that assistance is necded. Confirmed
losses are only a fraction of total loss. According to a 1989 survey of producers by National Agriculture Statistics Survey less than 2 % of
wildlife caused losses in the United States are reported to APHIS-ADC (ADC EIS).
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Table 5 shows coyote population dynamics in the District and ADC take compared to the
total mortality in the District. More detailed coyote population information can be found in
Appendix 2. Population densities vary throughout the District and are reflected in the high and
low estimates. The (low) density (conservative) estimates were used in determining program
impacts.

Red fox (Vulpes vulpes) - During 1994 and 1995, ADC removed a total of 23 red fox
from the District. The numbers of red fox removed are typically this low and are negligible in
terms of environmental impact. The red fox removed are not the Sierra Nevada red fox found
above 4,000 feet in the Sierra Nevada range. The fox removed are the non-native red fox found
in the San Joaquin valley and coastal regions of the District (CDFG 1993).

Mountain Lion (Felis concolor) - The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
manages the mountain lion and issues depredation permits, as per CDFG Code section 4800 -
4809. ADC responds to requests from permit holders or CDFG, to evaluate and resolve lion
conflicts, when necessary. ADC removed 10 and 7 lions, respectively in 1994 and 1995. In
1996, one lion was taken from BLM Bishop Resource Area and one lion from Toiyabe National
Forest, ADC handles mountain lion removal (lethal/nonlethal) on a case-by-case basis,
responding only to requests or depredation permits issued by the CDFG. This type of activity is
categorically excluded under APHIS - ADC NEPA Implementing Procedures and will not be
assessed further. :

Black bear (Ursus americanus) - ADC receives occasional calls from individuals and
CDFG to remove bears from preying on livestock (sheep, cattle, goats, and pigs), causing
property damage (bee hives) and threatening human health and safety. ADC removed 3 and 4
black bears in 1994 and 1995, respectively. Like the mountain lion, the bear is managed and
permitted for take by the CDFG, is categorically excluded under APHIS-ADC NEPA
Implementing Procedures, and will not be assessed further.

Bobcat (Felis rufus) - During 1994 and 1995, ADC removed 8 and 9 bobcats,
respectively. ADC occasionally responds to requests to resolve bobcat depredation on lambs, kid
goats, poultry and pets. ADC program impacts on bobcat in the District and bobcat population
numbers are shown below in Table 4. More detailed bobcat population information can be found
in Appendix 2. ADC take of bobcat accounts for 0.032 % of the lowest total estimated
population. This is not a significant impact.

Gray fox (Urocyon cineroargenteus) - ADC responds to requests to resolve conflicts
with gray fox when the fox prey on small animals such as pets, rabbits, and poultry. ADC also
removes sick foxes that are a potential human health and safety threat. Gray fox conflicts often
occur in residential areas, especially in semi-urban areas. During 1994 and 1995, ADC took 28
and 33 gray fox, respectively. These numbers include all target and non-target gray foxes taken.
Table 5 shows gray fox population data and ADC impacts on the population. ADC take accounts
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for approximately 0.032% of the lowest total estimated population. This is not a significant
impact. More detailed gray fox population information can be found in Appendix 2.

Feral or Free Ranging Dogs - In 1994 and 1995 ADC took a total of 20 dogs in the
District. Most often, ADC delivers offending dogs to the landowners ‘who then attempt to locate
the owners of the dogs (to recover losses), call the local animal control office, or kills the dog.
ADC does not have a significant impact on feral dogs.
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Any reductions in targeted local wildlife as a result of the proposed action would have no major
adverse impacts on the species involved or on the species regional populations. Cumulative
tmpacts are expected to be low.

Table 6 summarizes ADC program efforts and target animals removed on different land classes
during FY 1995 and FY 1996. Program effort is shown in staff months, percent staff months and
target species taken.

Staff / 39.6/42.7 0 0/.55 0/.54 0
Months

%Staff 100/97.5 0 0/1.3 0/1.2 0
months per ‘
land class

Acreage 498,446/499,869 0 0/25,180 0/100,040 0
Coyote 1,191/1,209 0/6 0/10

taken

Bear taken 4/9 0 0

Mt. Lion 7/4 0/1 0/1

taken

Bobcat 9/9 0 0

taken

Gray Fox 33/33 0 0

taken

From MIS 1995 and 1996

The summary in Table 6 shows that the vast majority of the program effort was aimed at
livestock protection on private lands. The staff hours and species taken on the different land
jurisdictions are from FY 1995 and FY 1996. In 1995, ADC did not work on public lands. As
discussed previously, impacts on target species on public lands in 1996 were minimal. Future
potential impacts are expected to be similar.
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A. 2. Effects on Non-target Species Including Threatened and Endangered Species, and
Candidate Species.

Federally listed species or critical habitat occurring in the project area are listed below:

BIRDS:
Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia)
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus)
California black rail (Laterallus jamicensis coturniculus)
California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus)
California least tern (Sterna antillarum (albifrons) browni)
California condor (Gymnogyps californianus)
Inyo brown towhee (pipilo crissalis eremophilus)
Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus)
mountain plover (Charadrius montanus)
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)
western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)

MAMMALS:
Amargosa vole (Microtus californicus scirpensis)
Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis)
giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens)
riparian brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani riparius)
salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris)
San Joaquin Valley woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes riparia)
San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica)
Tipton kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides nitratoides)

REPTILES:
Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus)
blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia (= Crotaphytus) silus)
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)
giant garter snake (7Thamnophis gigas)

AMPHIBIANS:
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytoni)
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense)

FISH:
delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus)
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Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi)

Little Kern golden trout (Oncorhynchus (= Salmo) aquabonita whitei)
Owens pupfish (Cyprinodon radiosus)

Owens tui chub (Gila bicolor snyderi)

Paiute cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus (= Salmo) clarki deleniris)
Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus)

tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi)

winter-run chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)

INVERTEBRATES:
bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis)
California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica)
callippe silverspot butterfly (Speyeria cailippe callippe)
Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio)
Lange’s metalmark butterfly (Apodemia mormo langei)
longhorn fairy shrimp (Branchinecta longiantenna)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus)
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi)

PLANTS:
Amargosa niterwort (Nitrophila mohavensis)
Antioch Dunes evening-primrose (Oenothera delioides ssp. howellii)
Ash Meadows gumplant (Grindelia fraxinopratensis)
California jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus)
California sea blite (Suaeda californica)
Carpenteria (Carpenteria californica)
Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana)
Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens)
Contra Costa wallflower (Erysimum capitatum ssp. angustatum)
Eureka Valley evening-primrose (Oenothera avita ssp. eurekensis)
Eureka Valley dune grass (Swallenia alexandrae)
Fish Slough milkvetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. piscinensis)
fleshy owl’s-clover (Castilleja campestris ssp. Succulenta)
Chinese Camp brodiaea (Brodiaea pallida)
Greene’s tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei)
Greenhorn adobe-lily (Fritillaria striata)
hairy Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa)
Hartweg’s golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia)
Hoover’s wooly-star (Eriastrum hooveri)
Irish Hill buckwheat (Eriogonum apricum var. prostratum)
Keck’s sidalcea (Sidalcea keckii)
Layne’s butterweed (Senecio layneae)
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large-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia grandiflora)

lone buckwheat (Eriogonum apricum var. apricum)
lone manzanita (4rctostaphylos myrtifolia)

Mariposa lupine (Lupinus citrinus var. deflexus)
Mariposa pussy-paws (Calytridium pulchellum)

Merced clarkia (Clarkia lingulata)

pallid manzanita (Alameda manzanita) (Arctostaphylos pallida)
palmate-bracted bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus palmatus)
Piute Mountains navarrentia (Navarretia setiloba)
Presidio clarkia (Clarkia franciscana)

Rawhide Hill onion (Allium tuolumnense)

Red Hills vervain (Verbena californica)

robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta)

San Benito evening-primrose (Camissonia benitensis)
San Joaquin adobe sunburst (Pseudobahia peirsonii)
San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass (Orcuttia inaequalis)
San Joaquin wooly-threads (Lembertia congdonii)
Santa Cruz tarweed (Holocarpha macradenia)

Shining milkvetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. micans)
showy Indian clover (Trifolium amoenum)

Sodaville milkvetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. sesquimetralis)
soft bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus mollis ssp. mollis)
spring-loving centaury (Centaurium namophilum)
Springville clarkia (Clarkia springvillensis)

Critical habitat for the California condor, peregrine falcon, Fresno kangaroo rat,
Amargosa vole, Little Kern golden trout, winter-run chinook salmon, and delta
smelt.

The FWS 1992 Biological Opinion (BO) on the national ADC program listed the following
species as likely to be adversely affected by some aspect of the ADC Program (ADC EIS).
However, the BO lists reasonable and prudent alternatives to preclude jeopardy to endangered
species. The ADC program has adopted all reasonable and prudent alternatives and measures,
and terms and conditions identified in the BO.

All species listed below have been fully evaluated on a site specific basis. ADC has consulted
with the FWS, Ecological Services and the CDFG concerning the District program’s potential to
impact Federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. A full analysis is included in
the correspondence between the agencies in Appendices 3 and 4. Both agencies have concurred
with APHIS-ADC’s determination that the program is not likely to adversely impact Federal or
state listed species.
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Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia) - The District program would not
likely encounter the goose in its wintering areas, nor does it use the pesticides of concern to the
Service (Avitrol, zinc phosphate, and above ground use of strychnine). Therefore, the ADC
Program in the District would not likely adversely affect the Aleutian Canada goose.

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) - The Central District ADC program does not use the
pesticide of concern to the FWS (above ground use of strychnine). Bald eagles are generalized
predators/scavengers primarily adapted to edges of aquatic habitats. Their primary foods are fish
(taken both alive and as carrion), waterfowl, mammalian carrion, and small birds and mammals.
The risk of lead poisoning, caused by eagles ingesting lead in predator carcasses killed by
shooting, was discussed with the FWS. ADC in California currently uses steel shot in all aerial
hunting operations. Carcasses of predators killed with high-powered rifles normally do not retain
the lead bullet. Based on an evaluation and discussion with the FWS, ADC has concluded that
implementation of the proposed action is not likely to affect the bald eagle.

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) - The District program does not use the
pesticide of concern to the Service (above ground use of strychnine). The peregrine falcon is a
specialized predatory raptor that feeds almost exclusively on birds captured in flight. Based on
ADC’s evaluation and a review of the relevant section of the FWS 1992 BO, ADC has concluded
that implementation of its proposed action would not likely adversely affect the peregrine
falcon.

California condor (Gymnogyps californianus)- The California condor is an endangered,
permanent resident of the semi-arid, rugged mountain ranges surrounding the southern San
Joaquin Valley, including the Coast Ranges from Santa Clara County south to Los Angeles
County, the Transverse Ranges, Tehachapi Mountains, and southern Sierra Nevada. It is strictly
a scavenger, eating carrion such as cattle, sheep, deer, and ground squirrel carcasses. ADC
policy is to follow all reasonable and prudent measures listed in the FWS BO.

San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica)- The San Joaquin kit fox is an uncommon to rare
permanent resident of arid regions of the southern half of the state. The proposed action includes
the use of gas cartridges. The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the San
Joaquin kit fox (as determined by the USFWS in Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Kings,
Merced, Monterey, San Benito, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara,
Stanislaus, or Tulare Counties) is limited, by its label, to qualified individuals who have been
trained to distinguish dens and burrows of target species from those of nontarget species.
However, in the 1992 FWS BO it states, as a reasonable and prudent alternative, that no
fumigants are to be used within the recognized occupied range of the San Joaquin kit fox. ADC
policy is to follow all reasonable and prudent measures listed in the FWS BO.

There will be no snares, M-44's, toxicants, or fumigants used to control predators within the
recognized occupied range of the San Joaquin kit fox. The toxicants included in this proposed
project to control predators include M-44's, Livestock Protection Collar, and DRC-1339. None
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of these toxicants will be used to control predators within the recognized occupied range of the
kit fox.

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia silus)- The blunt-nosed leopard lizard is a scarce
resident of sparsely vegetated alkali and desert scrub habitats. It occurs at scattered sites in the
San Joaquin Valley and adjacent foothills on alkali flats, large washes, arroyos, canyons, and low
foothills. There are no rodent control methods or agents proposed for this project. The proposed
action includes the use of large gas cartridges for coyotes. The gas cartridge will not be used
within the occupied habitat of the blunt-nosed leopard lizard in Fresno, Kern, Kings, Merced,
Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, and Stanislaus Counties.

Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)- The desert tortoise is widely distributed throughout the
Mojave and Colorado deserts from below sea level to 4130 feet or higher. It is most common in
desert scrub, desert wash, and Joshua tree habitats, but occurs in almost every desert habitat
except the most precipitous slopes. The proposed action does include the use of gas cartridges.
The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the desert tortoise is limited, by its
label, to qualified individuals who have been trained to distinguish dens and burrows of target
species from those of nontarget species. The gas cartridge will not be used in designated critical
habitat for the desert tortoise. The cartridges will be used only in active coyote dens. In the
FWS BO there are two reasonable and prudent measures listed to minimize take of the desert
tortoise.

| Proposed Action and “species not likely to be adversely affected list” for the Central District

California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) - Pelicans nest and feed in
estuarine and marine habitats, so there is no opportunity for exposure. Based on an evaluation
and a review of the FWS 1992 BO, ADC has concluded that implementation of the proposed
action would have no effect on the California brown pelican (U.S. Department of Interior, 1996).

California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) - is locally common in coastal wetlands
and brackish water around San Francisco, Monterey, and Morro bays. There is little opportunity
for rails to be adversely affected by ADC program activities. As noted in the FWS 1992 BO, any
impacts would likely be beneficial by reducing predation at the nesting sites of these ground
nesting birds.

California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni)- The California least tern summers in
California in breeding colonies located in Southern California along marine and estuarine shores.
Feeds primarily in shallow estuaries or lagoons where small fish are abundant. Significant
predation at nesting colonies by various predators has been documented. There is no opportunity
for direct exposure. Any impact would likely be beneficial by reducing predation on these
ground nesting birds.
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Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) - The western snowy plover’s habitat
includes sandy marine and estuarine shorelines and found inland along the shore of alkali lakes.
ADC’s proposed action would have no effect on the western snowy plover.

Giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens)- The giant kangaroo rat is a rare, permanent resident in
scattered colonies along the western side of the San Joaquin Valley (e.g., Carrizo Plain, Panoche
Valley). The proposed action does not include the use of rodenticides. The proposed action does
include the use of gas cartridges. The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the
giant kangaroo rat is limited, by its label, to qualified individuals who have been trained to
distinguish dens and burrows of target species from those of nontarget species. The cartridges
will be used only in active coyote dens. If a need arises for the use of leghold traps within the
range of the giant kangaroo rat the traps will incorporate a pan tension device to eliminate the
capture of smaller non-target animals such as the giant kangaroo rat. There is little opportunity
for adverse exposure. Any impact would likely be beneficial.

Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis)- The Fresno kangaroo rat is restricted to a
few remaining alkali sink areas of marginal habitat in the lower Central Valley. FWS, in their
1992 BO, state that they do not believe that the giant kangaroo rat will be adversely affected by
any aspect of the ADC program. ADC program activities within the Fresno kangaroo rat range
have not changed since the 1992 FWS BO was completed. The proposed action does not include
the use of rodenticides. The proposed action does include the use of gas cartridges for coyote
damage management. The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the Fresno
kangaroo rat is limited, by its label, to qualified individuals who have been trained to distinguish
dens and burrows of target species from those of nontarget species. The cartridges will be used
only in active coyote dens. Professional ADC Specialists have been trained in distinguishing
active coyote dens (tracks, scat, hair, smell, and size of dens) from nontarget animals.

If a need arises for the use of leghold traps within the range of the Fresno kangaroo rat the traps
will incorporate a pan tension device to eliminate the capture of smaller non-target animals such
as the Fresno kangaroo rat.

There is little opportunity for the Fresno kangaroo rat to be adversely exposed to ADC
management tools. Any impact would likely be beneficial by removing known predators of the
Fresno kangaroo rats.

San Joaquin Valley woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes riparia)- The San Joaquin Valley woodrat is a
rare resident of the lower San Joaquin Valley. It feeds mainly on woody plants. It does not live
in the ground but rather builds houses out of sticks and leaves at the base of, or in a tree, around a
shrub, or at the base of a hill.

If a need arises for the use of leghold traps within the range of the San Joaquin Valley woodrat
the traps will incorporate a pan tension device to eliminate the capture of smaller non-target
animals such as the San Joaquin Valley woodrat.
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The San Joaquin Valley woodrat is net susceptible to other ADC management tools. There is no
opportunity for the San Joaquin Valley woodrat to be adversely exposed to ADC program
activities. Any impact would likely be beneficial by removing known predators of the woodrat.

Tipton kangareo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides nitratoides)- The Tipton kangaroo rat is restricted
to a few remaining alkali sink areas of marginal habitat in the lower Central Valley. The FWS,
in their 1992 BO, state that they do not believe that the Tipton kangaroo rat will be adversely
affected by any aspect of the ADC program. ADC program activities in the Tipton kangaroo rat
range have not changed since that BO was completed. The proposed action does not include the
use of rodenticides. The proposed action does include the use of gas cartridges for coyote
damage management. The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the Tipton
kangaroo rat is limited, by its label, to qualified individuals who have been trained to distinguish
dens and burrows of target species from those of nontarget species. The cartridges will be used
only in active coyote dens. Professional ADC Specialists have been trained in distinguishing
active coyote dens (tracks, scat, hair, smell, and size of dens) from nontarget animals.

If a need arises for the use of leghold traps within the range of the Tipton kangaroo rat the traps
will incorporate a pan tension device to eliminate the capture of smaller non-target animals such
as the Tipton kangaroo rat.

There is little opportunity for the Tipton kangaroo rat to be adversely exposéd to ADC program
activities. Any impact would likely be beneficial by reducing predation.

Salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris) - The salt marsh harvest mouse is
found only in saline emergent wetlands of San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. The ADC
program does not use or recommend the use of rodenticides within the home range of the salt
marsh harvest mouse. If a need arises for the use of leghold traps within the range of the salt
marsh harvest mouse the traps will incorporate a pan tension device to eliminate the capture of
smaller non-target animals such as the salt marsh harvest mouse. There is no opportunity for
exposure.

California state listed T&E species in the project area are listed below:

BIRDS:
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni)
bank swallow (Riparia riparia)
willow flycatcher (Empidonax itraillii)
great gray owl (Strix nebulosa)
western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis)
greater sandhill crane (Grus canadensis tabida)
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)
California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus)
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BIRDS (cont’d): :
marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus)
California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis)
California condor (Gymnogyps californianus)
California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus)
California least tern (Sterro antillarum browni)
Least’s Bell’s vireo (Vireo belli pusillus)
Inyo brown towhee (Pipilo crissalis eremophilus)

MAMMALS:
Sierra Nevada red fox (Vulpes vulpes necator)
wolverine (Gulo gulo)
riparian brush rabbit (Syvilagus bachmani riparius)
giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens)
Tipton kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides nitratoides)
Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis)
salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris)
Amargosa vole (Microtus californicus scirpensis)
San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica)
San Joaquin antelope squirrel (4mmospermophilis nelsoni)
Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilis mohavensis)
California bighomn sheep (Ovis canadensis californiana)

REPTILES :
Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus)
blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia (= Crotaphytus) silus)
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)
giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas)

AMPHIBIANS:
Kern Canyon slender salamander (Batrachoseps simatus)
Black toad (Bufo exsul)

Proposed Action and “species not likely to be adversely affected list” for the Central District.

Sierra Nevada red fox (Vulpes vulpes necator) - The California ADC program uses only
padded leghold traps within the range of the Sierra Nevada red fox. Leghold traps incorporate a
pan tension device and center swivel with a shock spring to minimize any leg damage. No M-44
devices, neck snares or conibear land sets are used within this range. There has been no recorded
take of Sierra Nevada red foxes by ADC field specialists during the last fifieen years. ADC
control activities only occur on a small portion of the Sierra Nevada red fox range and are
generally limited to summer months. Therefore, the ADC program in the Central District is not
likely to affect the Sierra Nevada red fox.
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Wolverine (Gulo gulo) - The wolverine is a scarce resident of the North Coast mountains and
Sierra Nevada. This species inhabits semi-open terrain at or above timberline. The California
ADC program uses only padded leghold traps within the range of the wolverine. Leghold traps
incorporate a pan tension device and center swivel with a shock spring to minimize any leg
damage. No M-44 devices, neck snares or conibear land sets are used within this range. There is
no recorded take of wolverine by ADC field specialists. ADC control activities only

occur on a small portion of the wolverine’s range and are generally limited to summer months.
Therefore, the ADC program in the Central District would have no effect on the wolverine.

Swainson’s hawk (buteo swainsoni) - The Swainson’s hawk seasonal range is the central valley
and northeast corner of California including northern Inyo and southern Mono counties. This
hawk is an uncommon breeding resident and migrant throughout its California range. The
Swainson’s hawk, mainly feeds on small mammals, arthropods, amphibians, reptiles, and birds.
ADC requires traps be equipped with the pan tension devices and that they be placed a minimum
of 30 feet from bait that can be seen by a soaring bird. This is to prevent the capture of non-
target species like the Swainson’s hawk. The ADC program in the Central District would have
no effect on the Swainson’s hawk. ‘

Greater sandhill crane (Grus canadensis) - Greater sandhill crane nest in northeastern
California and winter in the Central Valley. They feed in wet meadows, shallow lacustrine and
fresh water emergent habitats. The ADC program conducts very limited trapping activities in
these aquatic areas. Conibear traps would be utilized for beavers and placed in deep water sets.
The ADC program in the Central District would have no effect on the Greater sandhill crane.

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) - The Central District ADC program does not use the
pesticide of concern to the FWS (above ground use of strychnine). Bald eagles are generalized
predators/scavengers primarily adapted to edges of aquatic habitats. Their primary foods are fish
(taken both alive and as carrion), waterfowl, mammalian carrion, and small birds and mammals.
The risk of lead poisoning, caused by eagles ingesting lead in predator carcasses killed by
shooting, was discussed with the FWS. ADC in California currently uses steel shot in all aerial
hunting operations. Carcasses of predators killed with high-powered rifles normally do not retain
the lead bullet. Based on an evaluation and discussion with the FWS, ADC has concluded that
implementation of the proposed action is not likely to affect the bald eagle.

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) - The District program does not use the
pesticide of concern to the Service (above ground use of strychnine). The peregrine falcon is a
specialized predatory raptor that feeds almost exclusively on birds captured in flight. Based on
ADC’s evaluation and a review of the relevant section of the FWS 1992 BO, ADC has concluded
that implementation of its proposed action would not likely adversely affect the peregrine
falcon.
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California condor (Gymnogyps californianus)- The California condor is an endangered,
permanent resident of the semi-arid, rugged mountain ranges surrounding the southern San
Joaquin Valley, including the Coast Ranges from Santa Clara County south to Los Angeles
County, the Transverse Ranges, Tehachapi Mountains, and southern Sierra Nevada. It is strictly
a scavenger, eating carrion such as cattle, sheep, deer, and ground squirrel carcasses. ADC
policy is to follow all reasonable and prudent measures listed in the FWS BO.

San Jeaquin kit fox (Vuipes macrotis mutica)- The San Joaquin kit fox is an uncommon to rare
permanent resident of arid regions of the southern half of the state. The proposed action includes
the use of gas cartridges. The use of gas cartridges within the occupied habitats of the San
Joaquin kit fox (as determined by the USFWS in Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Kings,
Merced, Monterey, San Benito, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara,
Stanislaus, or Tulare Counties) is limited, by its label, to qualified individuals who have been
trained to distinguish dens and burrows of target species from those of nontarget species.
However, in the 1992 FWS BO it states, as a reasonable and prudent alternative, that no
fumigants are to be used within the recognized occupied range of the San Joaquin kit fox. ADC
policy is to follow all reasonable and prudent measures listed in the FWS BO.

There will be no snares, M-44's, toxicants, or fumigants used to control predators within the
recognized occupied range of the San Joaquin kit fox. The toxicants included in this proposed
project to control predators include M-44's, Livestock Protection Collar, and DRC-1339. None
of these toxicants will be used to control predators within the recognized occupied range of the
kit fox.

QOther Non-Target Species

Non-target species taken in the District have included mostly red fox, gray fox, raccoons, and
striped skunks. In FY 1994, 4 non-target animals were taken in the District. In FY 1995, 4 non-
target animals were taken. Table 6 shows the numbers of non-target species taken during these
two years.

Red Fox | Gray Fox | Bobcat | Opossum | Raccoon | Skunk Total
1994 0 1 0 1 2 0
1995 2 0 1 0 0 1
1996 0 2 0 1 1 0

From MIS 1994, 1995 and 1996

None of these species were T&E species. These numbers are not significant in terms of impacts
on populations. ADC methods are developed to be target specific, and ADC field specialists are
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trained to provide biologically sound, effective, and accountable solutions to wildlife problems.
Non-target species in 1994 and 1995 represented about 0.34 % of the total ADC take in the
District. This is not a significant impact.

A. 3. Humaneness’

Humaneness is discussed and assessed in the ADC EIS (1994) and the CEQA document (CDFG
1996). The ADC program on a national level has evolved toward using more selective control
techniques that reduce unnecessary pain and death. In addition to the National ADC program
mitigation, the California ADC program complies with more stringent mitigation measures such
as daily trap checks, as required by CDFG. National and California mitigation is listed in
Section I'V.

The issue of humaneness, as it relates to the killing or capturing of wildlife is an important but
very complex concept that can be interpreted in a variety of ways. Humaneness is a person’s
perception of harm or pain inflicted on an animal, and people may perceive the humaneness of an
action differently. Some individuals and groups are opposed to some management actions of
ADC. ADC personnel are experienced and professional in their use of management methods so
that they are as humane as possible. Professional predator control activities are said to be more
humane than Nature because they result in less suffering. However people concerned with
animal welfare are concerned with minimizing animal suffering as much as possible, or
eliminating unnecessary suffering (Schmidt, 1989).

ADC has improved the selectivity of management devices through research and development of
pan tension devices, break-away snares, and chemical immobilization/euthanasia procedures that
do not cause pain. Research continues to improve selectivity and humaneness of management
devices (USDA, 1996).

A. 4. Impacts on Hunting and Non-consumptive Uses

ADC does not significantly impact hunting opportunities because there is no significant impact
on game or non-game populations. ADC works mainly on private lands and coordinates with
cooperators/landowners about where and when control methods are used, thereby avoiding
conflicts with hunters. On Federal lands, ADC coordinates with the land management agency
through work plans and removes control equipment before hunting seasons.

This project would not have a significant impact on Wilderness Study Areas (WSA)". ADC
proposed activities on lands under wilderness review would not conflict with BLM management

B Wilderness Study Areas are areas that are currently under consideration as candidate for Congressional designation into the
wilderness system. Until such time that Congress may act upon any particular WSA, the area is to be managed so as not to degredate any
component that would contribute to the areas wilderness designation. Wildemess areas are areas that have been designated by Congress to be
managed for the preservation of wilderness value.
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guidelines as set forth in Resource Management Plans. This would be ensured through
cooperation with the BLM during the work planning process. Animal damage control operations
would conform with BLM’s Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review
(H-8550-1, I11, G, 5., Animal Damage Control) (USDI 1995). Proposed control actions would be
extremely limited in scope and would not interrupt wilderness review processes, or impair
potential suitability for wilderness designation by Congress.

The primary purpose of the IMP is to prevent impairment to a WSA’s wilderness values so that
Congress’ ability to determine an area’s suitability for wilderness is not compromised.
Wilderness values include naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation, and may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of
scientific, education, scenic, or historical value (USDI 1995 and USDI 1978).

The nature and scope of the proposal is extremely limited. ADC operations would be conducted
in a manner that creates only a temporary and negligible surface disturbance, no permanent
impacts on solitude or primitive recreation opportunities, or impacts on other special features
such as wildlife. Only single offending animals would be targeted for removal. Warning signs at
sites in WSAs could cause a temporary and negligible impact on wilderness opportunities for
solitude and primitiveness. Nonimpairment criteria on the IMP are still met because the signs
would be removed within a few weeks or months of the project. Temporary sign placement
would have almost no impact on soils or vegetation.

The nonconsumptive users (people who enjoy observing wildlife) of furbearing and nongame
mammals have not been and are not expected to be significantly affected by damage control of
furbearing and nongame mammals (CDFG 1996). ADC restricts its control activities in high use
recreational areas. Also, ADC does not remove a significant number of any one species.

A. 5. Use of Toxicants - Impacts on Public Safety and Environment

Some ADC control methods may pose potential hazards to employees and the public if
improperly used. However, the health risk to the public is low because ADC methods are used in
areas where public access is limited, or where such use poses low risk due to ADC standard
operating procedures. Additionaily, warning signs are posted to alert the public when such
devices are present. The ADC EIS (Appendix P) provides a detailed risk assessment and
documents the low levels of risks associated with methods used by ADC personnel. This
assessment includes potential risks to nontarget animals, ADC employees, and the public (ADC
EIS). Specimen labels for the LPC, gas cartridge and M-44 are included in Appendix 5.

Currently, ADC does not use M-44's on public lands in California. No hazardous wastes would
be generated by this alternative.
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A. 6. Program Effectiveness -

The effectiveness of the program can be defined in terms of economic losses reduced, public
health and safety incidences reduced, and property damage minimized. The effectiveness
analysis includes costs of the program to the public, states, and other jurisdictions, and direct and
indirect impacts, including costs of impacts on the environment. The current program alternative
was compared with the other alternatives in the ADC EIS and was concluded to be the most
effective of the alternatives considered. The ADC EIS did not analyze an expanded program
alternative in detail. The current program could be less effective than an expanded program with
additional preventive control.

A. 7. Cost Effectiveness

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.23) do not require a formal,
monetized cost-benefit analysis to comply with NEPA. Since a major intent of this EA is to
assist agency planning and decision making, this EA will compare the relative costs of the
alternatives being considered and the relative benefits to livestock operators and to the public.

It is not possible to accurately determine the number of livestock saved or human health and
safety protected from predators by ADC since that number represents losses that never occurred.
Using the best information available the ADC EIS concluded that benefits, in terms of avoided
sheep and lamb losses plus price benefits to consumers, are 2.4 times the cost of providing ADC
predator damage management services for sheep protection in the 16 western states. A complete
discussion of the economics of animal damage control can be found in the ADC EIS (1994).

An economic assessment of the California Cooperative Animal Damage Control program was
completed for a 10-year period between 1980 and 1990. The results showed a cost to benefit
ratio of 1:8 for direct producer benefits, and a cost to benefit ratio of 1:21 for the general public'*
(USDA 1991).

Variables that would change the cost to benefit ratio of a predator damage management program
include: local market values for livestock, age, class and type of livestock preyed upon,
management practices, geographic and demographic differences, local laws and regulations and
ADC polices, the skill and experience of the individual ADC specialist responding to the damage
request, and others.

Cost effectiveness of human safety and wildlife protection cannot be easily determined since
they are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify.

"“Economists with the U.S. Department of Agriculture have published studies that indicate the CONSUMER IMPACTS are 2.62
times greater for the public or the consumer of agricultural commodities, than the costs of production and losses on profits received by the
agricuitural producer of these products.
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Connolly (1981) examined the issue of cost effectiveness of Federal predator control programs
and concluded that public policy decisions have been made to steer the program away from being
as cost effective as possible. This is because of the elimination of control methods believed to be
effective but less environmentally preferable such as toxic baits. Thus, the increased costs of
implementing the remaining available methods were to achieve other public benefits besides
livestock protection and could be viewed as mitigation for the loss of effectiveness in reducing
damage. The ADC EIS stated that “Cost effectiveness is not, nor should it be, the primary goal
of the ADC program”. Additional constraints, such as environmental protection, land
management goals, and others, are considered whenever a request for assistance is received
(ADC EIRS). These constraints increase the cost of the program while not necessarily increasing
its effectiveness, yet they are a vital part of the ADC program.

Regardless of the above constraints, the cost effectiveness of the current program is estimated to
be high in California’s Central District.

B. No Federal ADC Program Alternative

This alternative does not comply with the ADC direction from Congress to provide wildlife
damage assistance. However, this alternative was considered in detail in the ADC EIS and was
found to have the potential to have significant impacts on target and non-target species,
humaneness, public safety, and other resources. It can be assumed that without professional
oversight, training, and experience, the environmental consequences of this alternative could be
significant.

B. 1. Effects on Target Species Populations
ADC would have no impact on target species under this alternative. Livestock and property
losses would likely increase and cause untrained individuals or groups to use methods that may
have a detrimental impact on target species.

B. 2. Effects on Non-target Species Populations, Including T&E Species
ADC would have no effect on nontarget or T&E species. Similar to the effect on target species,
this alternative may lead to untrained individuals using unproven techniques and having an
adverse impact on nontarget and T&E species.
Under the No Program Alternative, more nontarget animals would be affected (ADC EIS).

B. 3. Humaneness of Control Techniques
Actions taken by individuals to control predator damage may be less humane than with a Federal

program that is accountable to public input and upon which humane interest groups focus their
opposition. Fewer people may be aware of actions taken by individuals that may be perceived as
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inhumane. Thus the perception of inhumane activities will be reduced, although actual
occurrence of those activities may increase.

Under this alternative, ADC would have no program effect, therefore no direct effect on
humaneness. However, individuals may conduct lethal controls on their own which could have
the potential for increased agricultural losses and unnecessary pain and suffering to target and
nontarget species.

B. 4. Effects on Hunting and Nonconsumptive Uses

ADC would not impact hunting and nonconsumptive uses, including WSA’s, with the No
Federal Program Alternative. However, if individuals implement lethal control this could have
adverse impacts on both the hunting and nonconsumptive user groups, depending on the extent
of impacts on target and non-target animals.

B. 5. Use of Toxicants - Impacts on Public Safety and Environment

ADC would have no effect on public safety or the environment under this alternative.
Significant negative effects on the environment and human safety may result from untrained and
unlicensed individuals using toxicants.

B. 6. Effectiveness of the ADC Program
ADC would have no program, and therefore no effectiveness.

B. 7. Cost Effectiveness
Federal funds would not be expended for ADC services. Damage control costs could be large or
small depending on the role of the public sector (ADC EIS). It was estimated that in a statewide
“no program” option, monetary losses to producers would be expected to increase an average of
four times the present level, based on current research (USDA 1991). Consumer impacts and

producer impacts could be expected to be significant. Therefore, the cost effectiveness under this
alternative is estimated at low (Table 7).

C. Nonlethal Control Only Alternative

The Nonlethal Control Only Alternative is a modification of the Current Program Alternative
wherein no lethal technical assistance or direct control would be provided or used by ADC. Both
technical assistance and direct control would be provided in the context of a modified integrated
pest management approach that administratively constrains ADC personnel to use nonlethal
strategies to resolve wildlife damage problems. ADC would only be authorized to conduct lethal
control activities in cases of threats to human health and safety.




Under this alternative ADC would be limited to using nonlethal methods, whereas other
agencies, organizations, or individuals would be free to carry out necessary lethal control work to
resolve wildlife damage. Since nonlethal controls alone do not always prevent or reduce wildlife
damage or threats to public health and safety to acceptable levels, other government agencies,
private organizations, and individuals would likely assume responsibility for implementing lethal
controls necessary to adequately deal with these problems.

C. 1. Effects on Target Species Populations

ADC would have no significant effect on target species under this alternative. However, actions
taken by other individuals would possibly have the same impacts as the No ADC Program
Alternative when the nonlethal control is not effective in resolving wildlife damage incidents.

C. 2. Effects on Nontarget Species Populations, Including T&E Species

This alternative would have the potential for adverse impacts from the actions of private
individuals. Presumably, many service recipients would become frustrated with ADC’s failure to
resolve their wildlife damage, and would turn somewhere else for assistance. Significant
variability in the level and scope of wildlife damage control activities could occur without a
program, and this could have a significant effect on some local wildlife species including those
listed as threatened or endangered.

C. 3. Humaneness of Control Techniques

Nonlethal control techniques are generally considered more humane by animal welfare groups.
ADC service recipients would approve of nonlethal methods if effective and may conduct lethal
controls on their own. This alternative would have the potential for increased agricultural losses
and stress to target and non-target species (ADC EIS).

C. 4. Effects on Hunting and Nonconsumptive Uses

ADC would not impact hunting and nonconsumptive uses with the Nonlethal Alternative.
However if individuals implement lethal control this could have adverse impacts on both the
hunting and nonconsumptive user groups, depending on the effects on target and non-target
species, and on the public safety. ADC actions would be almost completely unnoticeable or have
no effect on wilderness characteristics in WSA’s.

C. 5. Use of Toxicants - Impacts on Public Safety and Environment

Most control methods with the potential for negative impacts on the physical environment or
human health, such as chemical toxicants, would not be used under this control program. The
potential for ADC impacts on human health and safety would also be decreased since lethal
controls would no longer be used by ADC employees. However, private individuals using
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unregistered toxicants or using toxicants incorrectly could have adverse impacts on public safety
and the environment.

C. 6. Effectiveness of the ADC Program

With no lethal control by ADC, livestock and property losses would likely be higher than the
current program and expanded program alternatives, because the full array of control techniques
would not be available to resolve specific depredation incidences. Nonlethal control is not
always effective as a sole alternative because: 1) it does not always resolve depredation
problems; 2) it is often not cost effective; 3) it often results in producers needing to use lethal
control methods which may sometimes have negative impacts on target and non-target species;
and 4) it may cause producers to seek assistance from other agencies that may not have the
expertise or authority to resolve depredation problems. This alternative would not be consistent
with the ADC decision model (ADC EIS).

C. 7. Cost Effectiveness

Livestock losses would be greater than in the current program (ADC EIS). Federal costs to
implement this alternative would be lower than the current program. The number of ADC
personnel could be reduced to only those needed to provide technical assistance and make
recommendations to landowners or permittees wishing to conduct their own control work.
Monies would only be spent on nonlethal operational activities. Livestock owners would likely
have to absorb the cost of hiring private control agents or conducting lethal control work
themselves. Losses to predators would probably increase substantially, and some sheep
operations would probably not be able to afford to stay in business. ’

D. Compensation for Predator Damage Loss Alternative

The compensation alternative would direct ADC program efforts and resources toward the
verification of livestock and poultry losses from predators, and providing monetary
compensation to the producers. ADC services would not include any direct control nor would
technical assistance or nonlethal methods be available. This option is not currently available to
ADC because ADC is mandated by law to protect American agriculture, and a compensation
program has not been legally authorized or funded in the state. The ADC EIS indicated that this
alternative has many drawbacks.

D. 1. Effects on Target Species Populations
Under this alternative ADC would not be involved in the removal of target species. However,

the use of various control methods by untrained individuals could have a stgnificant adverse
impact on target species.
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D. 2. Effects on Nontarget Species Populations, Including T&E Species

Impacts on non-target species could be significant without ADC control. See explanations under
V.B.2. and V.C.2, the No Program and Nonlethal Control Only Alternatives.

D. 3. Humaneness of Control Techniques
Humaneness would be similar to the No ADC Program Alternative because not all producers
would rely on a compensation program, and contrary to the premise that this alternative would
avoid killing wildlife, other groups and individuals would probably conduct wildlife damage
control including lethal methods (ADC EIS).

D. 4. Effects on Hunting and Nonconsumptive Uses
The effects of this alternative would be the similar to the No ADC Program Alternative.

D. 5. Use of Toxicants - Impacts on Public Safety and Environment
The effects of this alternative would be similar to the No ADC Program Alternative.

D. 6. Effectiveness of the ADC Program

This alternative would be similar to the No ADC Program Alternative.

The ADC program under this alternative would be ineffective in reducing livestock losses. This
alternative would only handle compensation directed at livestock losses and would not address
human health and safety or property losses.

D. 7. Cost Effectiveness

The funding and authority for this alternative are not in place. Therefore, this is not a viable
alternative. However the ADC EIS evaluated the compensation alternative in detail. This
alternative would require increased expenditures to investigate and validate all losses, and to
determine and administer appropriate compensation. Livestock operators would most likely not
receive full market value for livestock lost and many losses may go unverified. Compensation
would give little incentive to livestock owners to limit predation through improved animal
husbandry practices and other management strategies (USDA 1996).

E. Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Alternative

This alternative could affect ADC’s ability to quickly address wildlife threats and damage
problems by limiting control actions to nonlethal control methods before lethal measures could
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be used. Continued or increased threats to livestock producers, property owners, and human
safety would be likely to occur due to the restrictions placed on this management alternative.

E. 1. Effects on Target Species Populations

Any reductions in targeted wildlife by ADC as a result of this alternative would have no major
adverse impacts to the species involved or to the species District populations. Most sheep and
cattle producers already practice some form of nonlethal control. Impacts on target species
populations would be similar to the current program.

E. 2. Effects on Nontarget Species Populations, Including T&E Species

Impacts on non-target species would be similar to the Current Program Alternative. Non-target
species taken by ADC in 1994 and 1995 represented less than 1% of the total ADC take in the
District.

E. 3. Humaneness of Control Techniques

Nonlethal control techniques are generally considered more humane by animal welfare groups.
ADC service recipients would approve of nonlethal methods if effective. Individuals may
conduct lethal controls on their own. The ADC program on a national level has evolved toward
using more selective control techniques that reduce unnecessary pain and death. In California,
the ADC program complies with more stringent mitigation measures such as daily trap checks, as
required by the CDFG. The livestock industry would argue that domestic animals should be
protected from predators because humans have bred the natural defense capabilities out of
domestic animals and that humans have a moral obligation to protect these animals from
predators (ADC EIS).

E. 4. Effects on Hunting and Nonconéumptive uses

ADC would not significantly impact hunting and nonconsumptive uses with the nonlethal or
lethal alternatives. Impacts on WSA’s would be similar to current program. However, if
individuals implement lethal control this could have significant adverse impacts on animals used
by both hunting and nonconsumptive user groups.

E. 5. Use of Toxicants-Impacts on Public Safety and Environment
ADC would have no adverse effect on the public or the environment with nonlethal control. The

effects of the use of toxicants are discussed in detail in the current program alternative section
and the ADC EIS.
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E. 6. Effectiveness of the ADC Program

This alternative, at times would not allow ADC to respond to wildlife threats quickly or
adequately. Additionally, this alternative is not supported by the ADC EIS and Record of
Decision and ADC Directive 2.101, which addresses ADC's policy for applying Integrated
Wildlife Damage Management.

Wildlife damage management efforts in the District would not cease under this alternative, but
ADC's program expertise and techniques would not be fully available to respond to wildlife
damage situations. Under this alternative, increased possibilities of wildlife damage and
potential threats to human safety would be higher than the current program alternative.

The use of nonlethal methods first may delay effective wildlife damage management and the
protection of livestock, property, human health and safety. The current program uses or
recommends nonlethal methods in instances in which they are considered likely to be effective.
Imposing nonlethal methods as a first option where they are unlikely to resolve a damage
situation would be less effective. Under the integrated pest management approach, ADC always
considers if nonlethal methods would be effective before lethal methods are considered.
Nonlethal methods may also be used or recommended in conjunction with lethal methods that
are used to resolve damage incidents.

E. 7. Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of using nonlethal methods in situations where they are not effective
would be low. The cost effectiveness of the nonlethal before lethal methods alternative would be
lower than the current program alternative, but higher than the nonlethal methods only
alternative.

F. Expanded Program Alternative
F. 1. Effects on Target Species Populations

Under an expanded program, ADC would work on public lands (BLM and USFS) which are not
currently covered in work plans or cooperative agreements, and could expand onto all other land
classes as permitted by Federal and state laws and regulations. On public lands, the requests
would come from grazing permittees primarily, with possible requests for ADC assistance to
resolve human health and safety situations involving wildlife from the land managing agencies.
If the expanded program involved an increase in funding and staffing, it is likely that more target
animals would be removed.

The CEQA analysis of the ADC program included an additional 30% removal over current levels
to account for areas not currently worked by ADC in its computation of ADC impacts on coyotes
(CDFG 1996). This adjustment is conservative since low density estimates were used in
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determining program impacts in the CEQA document (CDFG 1996). Therefore, although more
coyotes would be removed under this alternative, impacts would still not be significant on coyote
numbers. The ADC EIS contains a more detailed discussion of maximum harvest levels allowed
for coyotes before significant population impacts would occur.

An expanded program would not significantly impact other target species such as red fox,
mountain lion, black bear, bobcat, gray fox, and feral dogs. The number of individual animals
removed by ADC has been minimal. CDFG (1996) has determined that an increase of 30%
would not be significant. ADC does not anticipate increasing its take of target animals over 30%
under the expanded program alternative. The take of depredating bears and mountain lions would
continue to be permitted by the CDFG and would not be expected to increase substantially.

F. 2. Effects on Nontarget Species Populations, Including Threatened and Endangered
(T&E) Species '

ADC impacts on non-target animals have been below 1% of its take of target animals (MIS 1994,
MIS 1995). Under this alternative, it can be assumed that the non-target take would remain
below 1% of total target take. Although the total numbers of non-target animals taken will
increase there will not be a significant adverse effect on non-target species populations. ADC
has had no adverse impacts on threatened or endangered species, and this would be expected to
continue with an expanded program since all precautionary mitigation and standard practices
would continue.

F. 3. Humaneness of Control Techniques

The humaneness of control techniques would not change under an expanded program. ADC
would continue to use selective and humane techniques.

F. 4. Effects on Hunting and Nonconsumptive Uses

CDFG (1996) has determined that an additional 30% increase in ADC take would not
significantly impact hunting and nonconsumptive uses. Impacts on WSA’s would be similar to
current program alternative, because of restrictions imposed by the IMP. The discussion under
Alternative A. 4 is applicable to this alternative.

F. 5. Use of Toxicants - Impacts on Public Safety and Environment

Impacts on public safety and the environment from toxicants under an expanded program could
be higher than the Current Program Alternative due to an increased potential for exposure, but
would still be expected to be low. Some ADC control methods may pose potential hazards to
employees and the public if improperly used. However, the health risk to the public is low
because ADC methods are used in areas where public access is limited, or where such use poses
low risk due to ADC standard operating procedures. Additionally, warning signs are posted to
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alert the public when such devices are present. The ADC EIS (Appendix P) provides a detailed
risk assessment and documents the low levels of risks associated with methods used by ADC
personnel. This assessment includes potential risks to nontarget animals, ADC employees, and
the public. Specime